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I. INTRODUCTION 

ine “purpose or the, Hotsang- Bienen vs'?ho, prepare’ goats’, 
policies and implementation measures to be adopted by local 
government Wdirected satumproviding adequate housing “for ‘alt 
economic segments tof the community. This Housing Element was 
prepared in, Compitance With section 6oosSU™ or the"California 
Government Code which implemented Assembly Bill 2853, signed by 
the Governor on September 26, 1980. 


Goals and policies included in the proposed Housing Element 
are felt to be consistent with the statewide housing goals of 
providing a decent home and suitable living environment for all 
Californians. The implementation programs which have recently 
been enacted or are proposed in the Housing Element are antici- 
pated to be effective in approaching the housing goals of the 


unincorporated area of Placer County. 


The existing Housing Element includes a variety of housing 
implementation programs. Some of the major programs are discus- 
sed below. The streamlining of the development review process is 
provided by the creation of the One-Stop Permit Coordinator and 
the continued review and enforcement of existing building and 
health codes. Higher densities have been recommended where urban 
services and employment centers are located. Low and moderate 
income housing is encouraged by the recommendations for the 
creation of a Density Bonus program, the use of Federal and State 
housing programs, Community Development Block Grant applications, 
the provisions for mobile homes on private property, and the 
proposal for the creation of a condominium conversion ordinance. 
The framework for a successful housing program has been estab- 
lished with these programs and the adoption of a number of new 


housing-related ordinances during 1982 and 1983. 


However, the economic problems experienced throughout the 
country over the last two years have reduced the effectiveness of 


these programs. Subdivision submittals were significantly down, 


Federal housing program funding was minimal and housing starts 
and resales were reduced because of high interest rates. Building 
activity has increased in the first half of 1984, however; and 
with the State Department of Finance projections of increased 
population growth over the next five years, the outlook in the 


future is optimistic. 


Placer County has made progress in implementing the existing 


Housing Element by taking the following actions in 1982 and 1983: 


1. A Community Development Block Grant was approved in 
Sheridan for public services and housing rehabili- 


tatnrony 


2. An ordinance was adopted allowing for second residen- 
tial units to be constructed in areas zoned for 


housing. 


3. An ordinance was adopted providing for a density 
bonus for low and moderate income rental projects. (A 
project was approved in the community of Foresthill 


for this typeof proposal.) 


4. An ordinance was adopted providing for the use of tax 
exempt mortgage revenue bonds. (A joint issue was 


completed with several other jurisdictions.) 

5. A development agreement ordinance was adopted. 

6. A housing plan was adopted through the South Placer 
Policy Committee to provide adequate housing to 


accommodate projected industrial growth. 


7. A rezoning was approved for multiple residential for 


elderly housing in the unincorporated area. 


These and other new housing programs have provided consider- 
able progress in the implementation of the existing Housing 


Element. 


This Housing Element is one of nine mandatory elements 
required by State law found in the Placer County General Plan. 
Other elements .include Land Use, Circulation, Open Space, 
Conservation, Safety, Noise, Seismic Safety and Scenic Highways. 
This update is, intended to amend in full the Placer County 
Housing Element adopted in 1981. The Housing Element was prepared 
to be consistent with all other elements of the County General 
Plan. If an inconsistency should arise, it will be necessary to 


consider amending one of the affected elements. 


State law requires that housing elements include an analysis 
of existing and projected housing need and statements of goals, 
policies, objectives, and programs. This Housing Element update 
consists of eight seetions.) .section 1. includes. the. introductory, 
comments on the report, Section II is the summary, Sections III-V 
déabwwithwthebcheracterictucs of qpop ula tion, hou saihe uniter, 
households, and housing need. Section VI covers the housing 
goals, policies and implementation program planned for the 
five-year period July, 1984 - July, 1989. Section VI discussed 
the, public )pariticipetronm anticipated ethrougchssthe «approval 
process. Section VIII is the environmental impact report for the 


element. 


Il. SUMMARY 

California's houWsing market has suffered for the last 
several years because the demand for housing has significantly 
exceeded the supply available. In the years 1966 to 1979, an 
average of 190,000 new units per year were built in California. 
But new housing formation, net migration and loss of units 
through demolition created an average annual need for 315,000 new 
units.! This imbalance between supply and demand has been one of 
the principal vcatiges onl imisineg  hotsuineg “pricesotin “the -state. 
Other major factors attributing to housing cost increases have 
been tising ‘land! and construction’ costs. “The California Assoc i- 


GQ, 
° 


ation of Realtors indicate home prices have increased 256% in 
California over the past decade. This is compared to a national 
average of 172% over the same period. The result is California 
housing is over 40% more expensive on the average than the 


nat fon. 


National economic factors over the past three years have 
intensified the imbalance between supply and demand by removing 
the ability of many of the people of the state to afford the cost 
of Bimancing housing. “the wractors of ihisher! land and * product ion 
costs, higher financing costs and the inability of income to keep 
up with these costs has resulted in a higher affordability ratio, 
which is the comparison of home’'priices ‘to household income, used 
by financing insPitucione: to quality tamilies: for’ loans.. The 
ratio has dnereased from a historical tate of 2.5. to 3.1 in 1981. 
Only about 15% of California's population could qualify under 


this: ratio. 


Increased financing costs have caused the housing industry 
to reduce production which has caused increased unemployment 
rates over the past three years throughout the state. These 
factors have minimized local jurisdictions availability to create 


housing affordable to all economic segments of the population. 


1 California Council for Environmental and Economic Balance 


Basedeons projected ttrends sof migration’ Characteristics, 
natural increases, and employment opportunities, the State 
Department of Finance has prepared population projections for 
Placer Gountiy: (ind icatdme sapproximatrely a 'S. 46 inetease”’ for 
1983-1984 and 4.0% for the years 1985-1989. These figures 
indicate a slight increase for the next two years over the 2.9% 
experienced from 1980-1982 with the anticipated improvement of 


the economy creating increased population growth for 1985-1989. 


lt.18, antes paittedesthatrethere wilboabe ai shift im growth 
patterns in Placer County over the next five years, with the 
incorporated cities projecting 55% of the growth. This reflects 
the cities projections in their housing elements and the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors policy that urban development 
proposals adjacent to city boundaries should be annexed before 


developing. 


There is a need for low and moderate income housing in 
Placer .Countys, With the rural nature of a large portion of the 
county, urban densities needed to create low and moderate income 
housing will have to occur in unincorporated areas where services 
are currently available or planned in the near future, or in the 
incorporated cities. Policies: recently adopted by the Cities of 
Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln and Placer County indicate that 
all residential development generated as a result of industrial 
growth in the South Placer area should occur in the incorporated 
citiessocIhis cisabased ionsservicewavailability and? proximity to 
the employment centers. All three incorporated cities are cur- 
rently proposing general plan amendments which provide higher 
densities for low and moderate income housing. Also three major 
communities in the unincorporated area with urban services and 
zoning (North Auburn, Loomis townsite, and North Lake Tahoe) are 
preparing for incorporation proceedings. If these incorporations 
were to be accomplished, the potential for creation of low income 
housing would be minimal in the unincorporated area, with the 
majority of the remainder of the county being rural and lacking 


services. 


The Placer County Board of Supervisors policy regarding its 
resiponsibdlity for providing housimeens (Ghat <teishould take 
advantage of available funding sources and provide incentives to 
allow the private sector to construct housing for the area. The 
rural nature of the unincorporated area precludes the County 
acting «as -a: developer, of »howsine. Within this framework, 
however, there are a number of programs the County can presently 
undertake to minimize housing price increases and encourage low 
and moderate income housing development. 

1. The County has recently adopted a density bonus program 
for developers that provide low or moderate income 
rental housing. 

2. The County issued mortgage revenue bonds for first-time 
home buyers of single family dwellings in September, 
Oe 2. The County is currently working with several 
developers in the City of Roseville to issue bonds for 
multiple family units for low and moderate income 
households. This has been a cooperation effort with the 
City of Roseville who have been unable to amend their 
charter to allow them to prepare their own bond issue. 

3. Placer County has been active in the Community Develop- 
ment Block Grant (CDBG) Program doing rehabilitation of 
substandard units. CDBG grants are being prepared for 
1984. Other Federal or State housing programs will be 
reviewed for potential funding. 

4. Mobile homes and factory-built units placed on permanent 
foundations are now allowed on any residentially-zoned 
property in. the unincorporated area. 

5. A "second unit" ordinance has recently been adopted 
which allows for separate living facilities for one or 
more persons to be constructed in residentially-zoned 
districts providing a Conditional Use Permit is ob- 


tained. 


6. Placer County, through the work of the South Placer 
Policy Committee, has been working with private devel- 
Opers over the last several months to establish a 
non-profit, independent, quasi-public agency which could 
acquire land and develop low and moderate income housing 
projects. 

These programs listed above are some of the newer tools 
being used by Placer County to provide low and moderate income 
housing. A more detailed list of existing and proposed programs 
to be implemented over the next five years is presented in 
Section VI of this element. 


III. POPULATION AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 
A. HISTORIC GROWTH 


Placer County has experienced significant growth for the 
20-year period 1960-1980. During the period from 1975-1980, the 
average annual compounded growth rate increased from the histor- 
ical average of slightly over 3% to 5.2%. The incorporated and 
unincorporated areas increased at approximately the same rate for 
this five-year period.) In 1980, over 62, of the total current 
population was located in the unincorporated area, which is an 


increase from the 1960 rate of 587. 


Table 1 below illustrates the Placer County growth in the 
incorporated and unincorporated areas from 1960 to 1980 while 
Table 2 reflects County and State growth rates for the same 


period. 


TABLE 1 


PLACER COUNTY POPULATION 
L960-to. 19380 


Jurisdiction 


Incorporated 
cities 

Unincorporated 

areas 


Placer County 
total 


TABLESZ 


PLACER COUNTY POPULATION 
AVERAGE ANNUAL PERCENT CHANGE 
1960 toelgs0 


JUBTSiec tion Average Annual Percent Change 
1960-1970 1970-1975 1975-1980 


Incorporated 
cities 


Unincorporated 
areas 


Placer County 
total 


State 


During the years 1980 to the end of 1982, growth was slowed 
in Placer County due to the recession that has been affecting the 
entire nation. Both the unincorporated and incorporated areas 


grew at “atabe or 209), 


B. CURRENT POPULATION 


The January 1, 1984 certified population estimate from the 
State Department of Finance indicates there are 130,569 people in 
Placer County.--There were-50,052.people.(38.3%) located--in 
ineorporatedwc ities: and. $0051). (ol. ie) if chs sunincorporated 


acred. 


1. Age Distribution 
The 1980 Census provides the following age distribution for 
the unincorporated area and incorporated cities based on the 1980 
population) of 117,247. 


TABLE <3 


AGE DISTRUBTION 
[Incorporated Unincorporated Placer. County 
Cities Areas Total 


naw oe ae 
eval 4,482 om th TfO36 one 
Dy = 17 19.4 No 027 ja paca) 24,623 


18 - 64 ie hes)! 45,409 Vago 


over 65 leis 


6,985 Pog 


TOTAL 100.0 poe Lessee] 
Age data indicates a higher percentage of elderly in the 
incorporated cities reflections of the availability of services. 


The County age distribution is consistent with State totals. 


Ze Ethnge status 
Over 92% of the total population of the unincorporated area 


is designated as white according to the 1980 census results show 


in Table 4. ‘This ‘compares to 85. white im-bie. incorporated 
CUE ess 
TABLE 4 
ETHNICITY 


Incorporated Unincorporated Placer County 
Cities Areas LotaL 
Cae Tei ae 


BEnnNAC it 


White 1954478 
Black 386 
Asian 2,665 
Spanish S92 Jel 
Other 50/ 
TOTAL sR gay 


10 


The incorporated cities have over 11% Spanish people with 
4.3% being in the unincorporated area. This tepresents the 
highest percentage ethnic category excluding white in Placer 
County. A large percentage of the Spanish people are employed in 
the railroad industry in Roseville and clay manufacturing in the 


Lincolitares. 


The ethnic categories of Black, Asian, and other represent 


only 3% of the total population of the county combined. 


CG. PROJECTED POPULATION 


The Housing Element is required to assess the housing need 
for a five-year period. The State Department of Finance Popula- 
tion Research Unit (S.D.F.) has recently prepared population 
projections Gr teach County iin tie *statent) tthe tyearr2020ie° Their 
projection for July‘), 1989 was 16291002 eThespopulat ion incriéase 
was then distributed by County staff to the individual cities and 
unincorporated area based on projected increases from housing 
elements in each jurisdiction. Table 5 below presents the 1984 
estimates s1989ov projection, totals populatiomcncerease Lor sthie 
five-year period, and percentage increase for the total incorpor- 


ated cities and unincorporated area. 


Ll 


TABLE 5 


PLACER COUNTY PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE 
1984-1989 


Jurisdiction Population Population Populdiion wincrease 
1984-1989 
jem 'g4(2) July, '89 # 


Incorporated 
CLEAEGS a b,428 6/5503 16,075 


Unincorporated 
Area SL els 94,636 12 OS 
Placer County 
Total 133,246 162,139¢3) 28,893 


The S. D. F. projection indicates a 4.0% annual increase for 
thes entice mounty =arem W9S44tonlo3o including, anticipated 
employment growth. This is higher than the 2.9% experienced the 
last three years and reflects the forecasts that the economy will 
recover at a moderate pace during the next five years. The 
distribution of the increased population between the cities and 
the unincorporated area reflects a shifting of growth into the 
incorporated cities. This trend implements the policies estab- 
Lished “bys “theres outheye acer ePolicy Commi tices iCSiaks PC.) and 
adopted by each member jurisdiction (Placer County, Roseville, 
ROcKEIn, and hancoln pawhichsindicate that. futurestesidential 
development requiring urban services should occur only in 
incorporated jurisdictions. All three incorporated cities are 
currently reviewing general plan amendments which propose higher 
densities to provide housing which will accommodate anticipated 
industrial growth in the South Placer area. Thus, population 
projections of the incorporated cities and county indicates 55% 
of the growth in the next five years to occur in the incorporated 
cities. This percentage could be higher if any of the three areas 


of the county considering incorporation were to be approved. 


2 January, 1984 Dept. of Finance adjusted for 6-month period based 
on projected populations in adopted Housing Element. 


3. Dept. of Finance - July, 1989 projection. 
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1. Employment Trends 
The primary employment center in Placer County is in the 
south Placer area. “There are approximately 4,500 acres in the 
unincorporated area zoned Industrial or Industrial Reserve, 2,000 
acres zoned Industrial in Roseville and 1,000 acres of Industrial 


Maren ah aero aw 


When Hewlett-Packard (HP) moved to Roseville in 1980, 
economic forecasts indicated rapid growth from other high-tech 
Indoetr les LOLEOWIne ee Ineo tne oOUEh Phacer=resion. “the tien 
projections have not been realized during the years 1981 to 1983. 
Most experts feel the reason for the slowdown is not a change in 
attitude about the area, but the fact that the overall recession 
experienced throughout the nation is having a significant affect 
on development “In this “area.” South Placer rs*’stivP “forecast for 
major industrial growth, however, this will not occur until the 


economy of the entire country recover from the current recession. 


Bank Om Americas bo of VA) forecasts form the Sacramento area 
(Sacramento, Placer and Yolo Counties) indicate approximately 
130,000 - 140,000 new jobs will be added to the areas' economy in 
the 1980" s, an “annvar increase "of approximately 206%. "Bore A 
states that while the dream of many developers -- the creation of 
another Silicon Valley -- will not be realized, the area will 
cCOontimue (fo attiwack “etectronmics "and related “thirties The areas 
location, cost advantages, amenities, and comparative lack of 
growth constraints. make. it-.a.strong..competitor for new high 


technology plants. 


State Dept. of Employment data for January, 1983 indicates 
95,000' Yobs) in? Placer County. -~Assuming the Bb of-'A projection ot 
2.8% growth would indicate between 1,500 and 1,700 new jobs 
annually inf Placer County trom 2984 -— 19697. 


Since 1980, migration of employees from other areas to fill 
new jobs has been minimal due to the labor pool created by the 
124 unemployment rate experienced the last two years in the South 


Placer region. There have also been a large number of housewives 


is 


that have entered the labor force for the first time. The 
present unemployment rate in Placer County is approximately 10%. 
Considering anticipated migration as a result of employment and 
natural increases, the State Dept. of Finance projected approxi- 
mately a 4.0% annual compound population increase for Placer 
County from 1984-1989. 


A major factor in the growth of the area is the construction 
of the Highway 65 Bypass. This State highway would connect 
Interstate 80 and Highway 65 near the existing Sunset Industrial 
Park. Construction is projected to begin in 1985 and completed in 
1988. With its completion, the industrial area will be free of 
its existing access problems and economic growth should progress 
at an accelerated rate assuming there is a recovery in the 


economy. 
D. EXLSTING: HOUSEHOLDS 


In 1980, there were 42,732 households in Placer County 
according to census reports. The composition of the households 


in the unincorporated and incorporated areas is presented below: 


TABLE 6 


PLACER COUNTY HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION 


Incorporated Unincorporated Placer County 
Cities Areas Total 
Household 
Composition # to fi To “ 
24.1 


One person 
Married 
couples 
Male, no wife 
Female, no 
husband 
Non-Family 


TOTAL 


14 


The majority of households in the unincorporated area were 
married couples. The incorporated cities also had a large 
percentage of married couples, but had higher percentages of one 


person and female households. 


The State Department of Finance estimates thaie st hereéeane 
47,949 households in Placer County as ofedanvaryydgid9steu They 
estimate there are 28,539 households in the unincorporated area 


and 19,410 in the incorporated cities. 


Rs, 


IV. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 


A ULOTALeUNT TS 

The 1980 census indicates’ there are’ a total “of 54,014 
housing units in Placer County. There were 35,587 units (65.9%) 
in the unincorporated area. Due to the recreational nature of 
the eastern portion of the county, there are 7,225 seasonal units 
in the unincorporated area as compared to only 32 such units in 
the incorporated cities. This leaves a total of 28,155 year- 
round housing units in the unincorporated portion of the county 


and 18,434 within the incorporated cities. 


B, (HOUSING: TYPE 
Table 7 illustrates the distribution of housing types for 
year-round units within the county. 
TABLE 7 


YEAR-ROUND HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE 
(1980) 


ncorporated Unincorporated Placer County 
Cities Cities Total 
l] 


1, Detached 
1, Attached 
Z 


SOR 44 
5 or more 
Mobile home 


TOTAL 


Over 77% of the housing units in the unincorporated area are 
single family dwellings. The next largest categories would be 
mobile homes with approximately 10%, and apartments (5 or more 
units), with 6744 of the total units. .Due to the rural nature of 
the unincorporated area with limited service availability, there 
is a higher percentage of single family and mobile home units and 
S. lower peccentage of.multiple unite in comparison to the 


incorporated cities. 
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senate Bill 1960, which became effective: January 1, 1981, 
has led to the allowance of mobile home and factory-built housing 
which is placed on a foundation to be permitted in all residen- 
tial zones of the unincorporated area. This is anticipated to 
lead to an increased usage of the mobile home as a viable 
alternative for the low and moderate income individuals in the 


unincorporated area. 


C. VACANCY STATUS 
The avacancy rate for da 4unasdicbLlonissdefined,as .the 


percentage of year-round housing units that are vacant. 


According to the 1980 census, there were 2,639 vacant 
year-round housing units (9.3%) in the unincorporated area. The 
incorporated cities had 1,369 vacant units (7.4%). These figures 
exclude the seasonal housing units in the county. Table 8 
explains the distribution of vacant year-round units in the 


unincorporated area. 


TABLE 8 


VACANCY STATUS OF YEAR-ROUND HOUSING UNITS 
UNINCORPORATED AREA (1980) 


Category Number of Units Fercentage 
For Sale Only 708 26.8 
For Rent 39 Lie o 
Held for Occasional Use pel (ee) 2204 
Other Vacant 60505) Lio 
TOTAL PEAT oye ie, fOOR0 


Vacant units for weekend or occasional use throughout the year. 
Includes shared ownership of "Timesharing Condominiums". 


Vacant units held for janitors or caretakers, settlement of an 


estate, pending repairs or modernization, or for personal reason 
of owner. 


ie 


There are a number of units used for recreational use on 
weekends or occasionally through the year in the eastern portion 
of the county and some timesharing units which lends to the high 


percentage of vacant units in the unincorporated area. 


D. SEASONAL AND MIGRATORY HOUSING 

All housing units not categorized as year-round units by the 
Bureau of the Census are considered seasonal or migratory. In 
the unincorporated area, there were 7,225 of these, with 32 in 
the cities. Over 76% of the seasonal units are along the north 
and west shore of Lake Tahoe and another 22% in the eastern 
portion of the County between Colfax and Donner Summit. These 
units are second homes used for the recreational pursuits 


available in the higher elevations of the county. 


Ee GG 
The age of the housing stock in Placer County from the 1980 


census is presented in Table 9 below. 


TABLE 9 


YEAR ROUND HOUSING UNITS BY AGE 
1980 .CENSUS 


rated Unincorporated Placer County 
es Areas Total 
, 


Incorpo 
Tosa 


Year 
SEDUc Lure 
Built 


1979-Mar ‘80 9.6 OF 7 > aes | 
1975 - 1978 18.6 20.3 Loc 
1970 - 1974 LORS .8 14.3 
1960 - 1969 18.8 ao Gales: 
1950 - 1959 Lae 9 {ies Bes 
1940 - 1949 10.8 9 9.0 
1939 or earlier Ld 3333 eal 1? 

TOTAL 13543841100 .0 -U 99.9 


In 1980, there was 46.3% of the housing stock less than ten 


years old in the unincorporated area and 38.7% in the incorpor- 
ated cities. Units built prior ito 19S0 equal 2&.14-0f the total 


housing stock in the cities and 17% in the unincorporated area. 
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Huge TENURE 
Ihevmaios iayrsor Loceuptled wnits in the, County are being 
purchased or are presently owned by the person occupying the 


home. Table 10 provides the distribution for the County. 


TABLE 10 


TENURE OF OCCUPIED. UNETS 
(1980 CENSUS) 


Occupied Units ]| Incorporated Unincorporated Placer County 
Cities Areas Total 


Rental Digsey > 
Ownership 220i ted) 


TOTAL Lippy 7 S21 O20 


The unincorporated area has 77% ownership units as compared 
to 64.4% in the cities. The percentage of rental units is higher 
in the cities due to service availability allowing for higher 


density in the incorporated areas. 


The percentage of rental units in the unincorporated area 
has increased from 20.5% in 1970 to 23.0% in 1980. 


G. HOUSING CONDITION 

The methodology used to estimate the number of housing units 
needing replacement or rehabilitation was recommended by the 
State Department of Housing and Community Development approxi- 
mately two years ago. The 19/0 census cross tabulations on age 


and price of housing units represent base data used. 


1970 Federal Census. 
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1. Housing Units Needing Replacement 
For owner-occupied units, this need was determined by taking 
all occupied units built before 1939 and valued below $10,000 and 
10% of those valued between $10,000 and $14,999. Then the ratio 
of occupied to total units was determined and used in determining 
owner replacement needs for 19/70. The same ratio was then 


applied to 1980 housing unit totals. 


For renter-occupied units, the need was determined by 
counting all occupied undies (burity before 1£939° and’ renting for 
less than $40 per month, 90% of those renting between $40 to $49 
and 10% of those renting between $60 to $99. Then again the 
ratio of occupied to total units was determined and used in 
calculating rental replacement needs as of 1970. The same ratio 


was then applied to 19380 housing unit totals. 


The tables below indicate estimated 1970 and 1980 replace- 
ment needs for Placer County. 
TABLE 11 


HOUSING UNITS NEEDING REPLACEMENT 
Lo 


Incorporated cities 


Unincorporated areas 


Placer County total 


TABLE 12 


HOUSING UNITS NEEDING REPLACEMENT 
1980 


Incorporated cities 401 


Unincorporated areas 380 


Placer County total 781 
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Based on total 1980 owner and rental units, Placer County 
has a need to replace approximately 2,380 units in the unincor- 


porated area. 


2. Housing Units Needing Rehabilitation 
For owner-occupied units, this was calculated by determining 
all occupied units built between 1940 and 1949 and valued under 
SLO, O00F pilus, frorpebhose wanitis: built, before, 1939,-907% of -those 
Valued at S1U,000, tor oe ,.999 and 10, of those valued. at $15,000 
to $24,999. Then the same ratios as used to calculate replace- 


ment were applied. 


For renter-occupied units, this was determined by obtaining 
occupied units built between 1940 and 1949 and renting for less 
than $40 per month. Then the same ratios as used to calculate 


replacement were applied. 


The tables below indicate estimated 1970 and 1980 rehabili- 


tation needs for Placer County. 


TABLE 13 


HOUSING UNITS NEEDING REHABILITATION 
1970 


JuUmIsdict ton Owner Rental Total 
Units Units 


Incorporated cities 


Unincorporated areas 


Placer County total 


on 


TABLE 14 


HOUSING UNITS NEEDING REHABILITATION 


1980 
JErisdictioen Owner Rental Total 
Units Units 
Incorporated cities 1,247 


Unincorporated areas 


Placer County total 


Table 14 estimates the need to rehabilitate 2,492 units in 
the unincorporated area of Placer County according to the number 
of units available in 1980. 


H. HOUSING COSTS 

There has been a dramatic acceleration in the cost of 
housing (throughoue Calitilormia since, 197 0), Placer “County ‘s 
prices, while being less than some of the more urban areas such 
as Los Angeles or San Francisco, have still increased substan- 
tially. The median sales price for a typical three bedroom, two 
bathroom home on less than one acre in Placer County was approx- 
imately $97,300) dmsthe fines iguartergoisl983,, .according to the 
Placer County Board of Realtors (PCBOR) information. Average 
rents ranged from $205 for a one bedroom house to $520 for a four 
bedroom unit. In 1970, the median priced owner occupied unit was 
$18,000 with the median rent being $89. 


The median value of owner occupied non-condominium units in 
Placer County was $77,900 according to the 1980 census. There 
were 58.2% of the 14,400 units in the unincorporated area valued 
over $80,000, 34.5% between the $40,000 - 80,000 range and 7.3% 
below $40,000. The incorporated cities had a higher percentage 
of lower priced units with 14.3% of their 9500 units below 
$40,000, 54% between $40,000 - 80,000 and 31.7% above $80,000. 
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There are many factors that contribute to the sales price or 
rental cost of housing. Listed below are the factors pertinent 


to The Placer County area. 


1. Non-Governmental Constraints 

A. Land - Costs for raw land have steadily increased 
in’ "Placer scounty *due* lor the Wdesirabidit yo toh - thre 
location.y= Costsnot land} pertacre: ecirrent ly wary rirom 
$900 -$18,000, depending on the area. PCBOR indicates 
the’ median) cost ‘of a typical three-acre parcel is 
529,000 thre wea itfornas Buildings tndistty (CGxb. 15) 
indieatés. that Vand costs “increased. from- 207, of the 
Cos fof amomeniry POV 0S EG 307 bY ALGO: 


B. sSite, Preparation. - These expenses: would» inelude 
clearing the site, pad set up, and access to the house 
from ae pubic Or private: roads Costs will) varyotromn 
$900 -$5,000 per parcel, depending on its size and 
topography. The median cost for a typical one-acre 
parcel srs s1,500. 


Ci. eConstiuctiongcosts currently mange fromrgad) “S45 
per square foot. Private water and septic tank costs 
Varey from 934000 S67. 000RF “aireriC .86.412.- indicatesr that 
construction costs declined from 60% to 40% of the cost 
of a home between 1970 and 1980. 


D. Financing - This has been the major problem with 
the housing market over the last three years. Interest 
rates have made it impossible for lower income house- 
holds to finance housing that would be affordable. 
Thus, a substantial portion of the population has been 
unable to obtain financing. Interest rates have come 
down to 12-13% but must continue to decline substan- 
tially to make single family ownership units a viable 
alternative for lower income families. Construction 
financing has increased to 10% of the total cost of new 


housing. 


Enon Sales end Marketingses Themmayjority withouse and 
land tsales%in the county, areathroushsasreal estate 
agent. Manketing ‘costs: range frome6 ui0%. The 
average rate is 6%. Thus, the average marketing cost 
for the median priced house in Placer County of $97,300 
USNS DySBi0N. 


cy GPrebievetine eross prem realnzed by co coniractor 
on a new house is approximately 15% in Placer County. 
Thikss wowed: swivel) sili SOs .0on the $974300 median spr iced 


home. 


Gee Property sax 4 “Gale: Diopent y) (tax orate olin seLlacer 
County is 1 1/4% of the appraised value. The median 
priced home would pay approximately $1,200 a year in 


property tax. 


2. Governmental Constraints 

a. Land Use and Development Controls - Placer County's 
unincorporated area land use originally was controlled 
by the 1967 Placer County General Plan and implement ing 
zoning. This plan has been updated by a series of 
community plans in areas that have experienced rapid 
growth. Once these community plans were adopted, 
rezoning in these areas took place to bring the zoning 
into consistency with the new plan. Approximately 61% 
of the county is in public ownership, under a William- 


son Act agreement, or zoned "Timber Preserve". 


There is no growth management program existing in 
the unincorporated area, however, community plans are 
prepared to assure adequate services are available to 
accommodate population projections. Higher density 


areas are located where urbanreservices ate available. 
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Local ordinances provide for adequate roads, 
parking, sewage disposal, potable water, etc. Develop- 
ment fees are required in overcrowded school districts 
bom empogany school facilities. Also, fees are 
required to provide amenities. These controls are, in 
effect, to assure that basic services are provided to 
the area. They have had some effect on the increased 
COSt com DOUsane 4 Dit fits isin imadr compared to Land, 
construction and financing costs. School impact fees 
range from $600 to $1200 for elementary schools and 
$500 to $800 for high schools, depending on the 
district. Park dedication fees are currently $540 per 


hn yale Bers 


b. The Placer County Building Inspection Division 
averages an 18 day review period for plan checking 
prior to permit issuance. Building permit costs are 
calculated at 1% of the value based on $37 per square 
foot for the dwelling unit and $17 per square foot for 
the garage... (Ihus, for. a.1,/30.sq.. ft», house and 400 
Sdei. ite, Ganave., ~gthesstotal costs, ftoraplam checking, 
building permit, plumbing, mechanical and electrical 
permits would be approximately $/15. Therefore, while 
the approval process may add slightly to the cost of 


housing, it is considered reasonable. 


c. Local utilization of Federal and State programs - 

Placer County has been active in the Community 
Development Block Grant Program. The amount of Federal 
and State monies available for housing has been reduced 


substantially in the last 2 to 3 years. 
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d. The average approval time for a multiple residen- 
tial project of over 20 units that has the appropriate 
zoning to proceed is between six and eight weeks. This 
is assuming a project is of moderate size and has 
minimal environmental considerations. Review of an 
environmental questionnaire and issuance of a Negative 
Declaration would normally take approximately three 
weeks. Then submittal of a Conditional Use Permit 
application and approval by the Zoning Administrator 
could be accomplished in between three to five weeks, 
depending on the completeness of the application and 
the availability of time on hearing agendas. (If the 
Negative Declaration requires State Clearinghouse 
review, an additional 30 days must be added to the 
estimated time.) Projects of less than 20 units are 
permitted as a matter of right in multiple residential 
ZONE VE LICL VOr Ss Larger projects (approximately 40 
units) may require an environmental impact report which 


would lengthen the processing time. 


e. Placer County does not have a two-car garage 
requirement in its single family residential develop- 
ment standards. This would provide for the use of the 


Farmer's Home Administration 502 financing program. 


26 


V. HOUSING NEED 


A. EXISTING HOUSING NEED 
i eAttordabrlity 

Affordability is defined as the percentage of total house- 
hold income allocated to housing expenditures, including mort- 
Pave, taxes insurance, and Util wtaes,, —Placer-Gounty and the 
Cities of Roseville, Lincoln and Rocklin, through their work on 
the South Placer Policy Committee, a joint powers: authority, 
established to study various regional planning issues, adopted 
the following guidelines to determine if a housing unit was 


affordable for buyers and renters. 


Ownership and rental units - Lower income households should 
not spend more than 30% of their total income on the monthly 
mortgage payment including principle, interest, taxes, and 
insurance. Above moderate and moderate income households 


should not exceed 35, of their total income. 


Zane Slineomes Distr li pution 

Income categories are defined by the Federal Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) into four groups. Households 
with income of 504 or less of the median household income are 
considered very low income; households with income of 51% - 80% 
of the median household income are classified as low income; 
households earning 814 - 120% of the median household income are 
considered moderate income; and households earning more than 120% 


of the median. income “are classified as above moderate. 


The median household income for Placer County was $18,865 
according to ‘the 1960 "Census. iThe, income distribution for the 
incorporated cities, unincorporated area, and total county is 


presented in Table 15. 


Z/ 


TABLE 15 


PLACER COUNTY HOUSEHOLD INCOME 


Incorporated Unincorporated 
Cities Area Count 

Habe iota esl Led oe ke oer Oe a 
is Oia d=) stig 

ss eae OLOM0 ke eT, 
$10,000-14,999 
Silo UUO 195999 
$20,000-24,999 
1S297000—345.999 
So's VOO+ 


SS se COE OIN Cr 
>) We ie eof ss a= 


TOTAL 


The data above indicates the unincorporated area has a4 
larger percentage of people earning over $20,000 yearly and a 
lower percentage of people earning less than $10,000 than the 


incorporated cities. 


Based on HUD definitions, Placer County limits for very low 
income is $9,342; low income is $9,343 - $14,948; moderate income 
is $14,949 - $22,422, and above moderate is $22,423. Table 16 


describes the number of households in each income category. 


TABLE 16 


PLACER COUNTY INCOME CATEGORIES 
1980 CENSUS 


Incorporated Unincorporated 
Cities Atea 


Te Re ee ee ES ee ee eee ee ee ee 


Very low income inc | VORe 2 


Low income : 6,871 
Moderate income : 8,290 
Above moderate 

income - ; L#, 3.80 


TOTAL ‘ 42,762 


28 


3. Homeowner Overpayment 
In 1980, 77% of the housing stock in the unincorporated are 
were ownership units. The median monthly household expenditure 
for mortgapes inthe county. was $444. ive Gistribut lon oF 
ownership units by monthly expenditures for the unincorporated 


area is presented as follows: 


TABLE | 17 


MORTGAGE COST AS % OF INCOME 
UNINCORPORATED AREA (1980) 


Unincorporated Area 


Owners Costs as S 0 - |S 5,000- $10,000- | $15,000-]{ $20, vipke TOTAL 
& Of Income 4,999 9,999 14,999 19,999 


Based on the County median household income of $18,685 and 
affordability criteria outlined in this section, there were 21.4% 
of the people overpaying for ownership units. Of the total people 
overpaying, 59% were in the lower income category and 41% 


moderate or above moderate income. 


4. sRenter: Overpayment 
There were 4,832 rental units in the unincorporated area 
according to the 1980 Census. The median rent in the County was 
$264. The distribution of rent payments as a percentge of income 


for the unincorporated area is presented below: 
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TABLE 18 


RENTAL COST AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME 
UNINCORPORATED AREA (1980) 


Unincorporated Area 


Rent as Percent S 0 - S 5,000- $10,000- 1$15,000- | $20, hon TOTAL 
of Income 4.999 9,999 14,999 19,999 


0 - 19% 
Zh = Pe 
2 = 34) 
35 b&b + 


TOTAL: 


ThevGaunty aifordabii@hy eratervar indicates that) 44.64. of 
the people in rental units were overpaying. There were 89.7% of | 


the total overpaying in the lower income categories. 


Ba. PROJECTED HOUSING NEED 
1. Projected Number of Units Needed 
Population projections for the unincorporated area of Placer 


County indicate an increase of 12,818 people for the 5 
Julyel 5 3h8s 4. tos Jantiy 1 1S Sone errojectedihousine mead forathat 


-year period 


period was calculated based on the following methodology recom- 
mended by the Department of Housing and Community Development 
(HCD). The Regional Housing Allocation Plan (RHAP) prepared by 
the Sierra Planning Organization (SPO) assumes a need for an 
additional 7,023 households in the unincorporated area for the 7 
l/2 year Hime perted ot Manvarvin Sr loc pee alps, O90.) This 
projection reflects the trend assumed by the State in their 
household projections of reduced household sizes for the county: 
Maintaining a vacancy factor of 7%67) would require an additional 
228 Units to be built. It as e@lso assumed there would be no net 
gain or loss in houses being moved in or out of the unincorporated 
area. Thus, a total of / 55) wnits would need to be. constructed 


for the 7 1/2 year period (1983-1990). This would mean an average 


7 State average, 1980 Census. 


a0 


of 1006 units annually. Applying this average to the 5-year time 
frame of the Housing Element indicates a construction need of 
95,030 units. It if were assumed that the housing need by income 
category would be the same in 1989 as represented in the RHAP, the 


W 


following breakdown of housing units would be necessary. 


TABLE Oo 


HOUSING NEED BY INCOME CATEGORY FOR THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF 
POACEAE COUNTY QUEY betOs4sroqsJuLyY by. 198.9) 


Income Category Housing Units Goal (8) 


Very Low 
Low 
Moderate 


Above Moderate 


TOTAL 


It is anticipated, however, that the actual percentage 


housing need for very low and low income units in the unincor- 
porated area will be significantly less for the projected popula- 
tion increase from 1984 to 1989 than was represented in the 
R.H.A.P. tor the following reasons: 

an Li oOlciusn hand sete Ou ley lean adopted voy tine 
Citves O17 Roseville, ~Rockling. Gincoln and «he County Board: of 
Supervisors to provide a cooperative multi-disciplined planning 
effort to assure adequate housing, transportation, employment 
opportunities and air quality for the South Placer area, indicates 
that housing for anticipated employment growth in the South Placer 
area should be provided in close proximity to employment centers. 
It also states that low income units need to be provided through 
high density rental projects and that all residential development 
that requires the support of urban services will be located within 
incorporated jurisdictions. It was felt that the rural nature of 


the * Loomis Basin General Plan would not need to be amended to 


o “Based on RUAP percentages of 237%). 15%. 24h andy 38% invthe 
unincorporated? market. area and 28%, 1/2, 26% and 29% in the 
balance of the County. 


3h 


accommodate anticipated growth in the South Placer area. The 
incorporated cities are currently proposing density increases in 
their general plans to accommodate lower income housing for the 
people projected to migrate to the county for employment over the 
next five years. 

be With the rural ‘character of a) large portion of 
the County assured for at least the period of this plan due to 
lack of service availability, it is anticipated that the charac- 
teristics of a large percentage of the people migrating to the 
unincorporated area over the next five years will be moderate and 
high income individuals or people retiring from urban areas such 
as San Francisco or Los Angeles. This is due to the desirability 
of the area in regard to proximity to recreation and employment 
pursuits. Retired people selling homes in densely populated urban 
areas generally have adequate capital to build and provide their 
own individual services in the rural areas. 

For the reasons listed above, it is felt that the actual need 
for low and very low income units for the period 1984-89 will be 
significantly less than the percent represented in the R.H.A.P. It 
appears there will be a need for a higher percentage of moderate 
and above-moderate income units. 

Housing starts in the unincorporated areas during the 
recession period of 1981-1982 averaged 8/5 units annually for the 
two-year period. Incorporating the upswing projected by the State 
Department of Finance for the years 1984-1989, housing starts in 


the unincorporated area should reach 1,000 annually. 


2. Fair Share Allocation 

Government Code Section 65584 requires council of governments 
(COG's) to prepare regional housing allocation plans. The adopted 
Regional Plan prepared by the Sierra Planning Organization (SPO) 
for the Nevada City, Grass Valley, South Placer area is presented 
in the Appendix of this report. Also presented in the Appendix 
are Placer County's comments in the Draft R.H.A.P. which were 
incorporated into the final allocation. Projected units have been 
allocated throughout the entire county by Sierra Planning 
Organization due to the fact that the Sacramento Area Council of 


Governments (SACOG) and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) have 
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not completed allocations for their jurisdictions. Based on 
policies agreed upon between the cities of Roseville, Rocklin, 
Linéoln, sand, Placer, County5) at sisisanbicipatedsthére. wid “beta 
higher percentage of the very low and low income units being 
constructed in the cities than reflected in the allocation plan. 
This is based on service ability and the County implementing 
mortgage revenue bonds for multiple residential unit construction 


to be used in incorporated cities. 


C. SPECTAL NEEDS 
1. Elderly Households 

The total number of elderly people (65 and over) in the 
unincorporated area of Placer County in 1980 was 6,985 which was 
9.64 of the total” population. . The incorporated cities had 13.8% 
of their people 65 years and older. 

The unincorporated area had 4,946 total households with an 
elderly person in the residence, and in 86.4% of these, the 
elderly individuals were the head of household. There were also 
1,463 elderly individuals who live alone, which is 21% of the 
totalrelderly population. “Over 86, 0f the Units occupied by 
elderly people are owned or are being purchased. It is assumed 
that the majority of these units would be owned. The 13.8% who 
rent units in the unincorporated area are significantly less than 
the 32.1% in the incorporated area. 

Reflecting on the large percentage of elderly in their own 
homes, it seems reasonable to conclude that many are long time 
residents of Placer County who own their homes. There are also a 
large number of people retiring from the San Francisco and Los 
Angeles area and migrating into Placer County. With the inflated 
prices they are receiving from selling their homes in those areas, 

many have been able to put substantial down payments on property 
in Placer County. This keeps monthly costs down and, in some 


cases, completely pays for their homes. 


2. Large Families 
Large families are defined as having five or more members. 
The percentage of large families in Placer County has declined 
SiS calinvesinetne “Last. Cen years. 90n 1970, 19.0% sof aki 
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families were considered large while in 1980, the percentage is 
10.8% countywide. In 1980, the unincorporated area had an 11.9% 


rate tas: idl lustratediain’ thentable below: 


TABLE 20 


OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY TENURE BY PERSONS 
PER UNIT IN UNINCORPORATED PLACER COUNTY 


Persons Per Total b OL Renter % of Renter 
Unit Total Occupied Occupied 


persons 


TOTAL: 


Large families are not a concern if their housing units are 
of adequate size to accommodate them. The next section on over- 


crowding will analyze family and house size. 


3. Overcrowd ing 
The most widely accepted index of overcrowding is if there 
are more than 1.0 person per room in a housing unit. The percen- 
tage of overcrowded units in the unincorporated area has dropped 
from 8.54 an L970 Tbe, s.o an Lys0." “Taple 2 il below illustrates 


persons per room for 1980. 


TABLE, 21 


OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY TENURE BY PERSONS 
PER ROOM FOR UNINCORPORATED AREA (1980) 


Persons Total 08 OE Renter % Of Renter 
Per Room Total Occupied Occupied 


L200 (or bese 24,7406 
LZ 0r=leao 676 
1.51 or more 263 


TOTAL: ro yOus 
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There were 535 owner-occupied units and 404 rental-units 
considered overcrowded. The 1980 Census indicates there were 
18,955 housing units in the unincorporated area with 5 or more 
rooms. This would indicate that there are a significant number of 
larger structures available but affordability may be the con- 
straint. With the majority of overcrowded -units being owner 
occupied, additions to existing structures’ could help to reduce 
this number. ° Wieh ‘the’ majoraty of ‘the’ housing units» in’ the 
unincorporated area, 24,746 (96.4%) being of adequate size for the 
family inhabiting the unit, overcrowding doesn't appear to be a 


major problem in Placer County. 


4. Female Head of Households 
The 1980 Census indicates there are 3,847 households in the 
unincorporated area with a female as head. This represents 14.9% 
of the total households as compared to 4,143 households (24.3%) in 
the incorporated cities. Unincorporated totals included 2,198 one 
person female households, 1,111 female households with children 
and 538 female households without children. 


The number of female head of households countywide is 
anticipated to increase due to the expected increase in industrial 
jobs in the Sunset area. The majority of these future electronic 
workers will reside in the incorporated cities of Roseville, 
Rocklin® or #Bineolme because on the proximity to work, service 
availability, and the proposed increased densities for additional 
housing to accommodate affordable housing being considered in 


current general plan amendments. in» the incorporated cities. 


5. Handicapped/Disabled Persons 
Data from the 1980 Federal Census for unincorporated Placer 
County indicates there were 1,705 persons in the labor force with 
work disabilities, and another 1,971 persons with a disability 
that prevented them from working. There were also 1,278 individ- 
Uals: With a disabilityethat would Limit on=prohibat their use of 


public transit. Over 55% of these people were 65 or older. 
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Information is not available as to the housing situations of 
the disabled people listed above. It is assumed that a substan- 
tial percentage of the individuals would be low income based on 
the inability of a large number of them from entering the work 


force. 


Handicapped individuals have special needs ranging from their 
fixed or reduced incomes to the installation of handicapped 


assistance fixtures. 


D. SITE AVAILABILITY 
1. Land Use 

The existing zoning within the unincorporated area for both 
vacant and occupied land would accommodate 297,500 people. This 
number reflects a reduction of 47,500 people based on recent 
rezoning studies in the rural areas of Weimar, Applegate, Clipper 
Gap and Foresthill. The State Department of Finance estimates for 
January, 1984 indicates 80,500 people currently residing in the 
unincorporated area. It is projected that by 1989 there will be 
94,000 people. Holding capacity is determined by calculating 
total housing units allowable multiplied by the average persons 
per household. ‘A factor of 80% of the total units is used to 
account fornroad area and vob designyiwnich simitise,ftull utilization 
of the land. Presented below is a distribution of the acreage in 


various minimum lot size ranges in the unincorporated area: 


TABLE 22 


HOLDING CAPACITY FOR PRECISE ZONING 
PLACER COUNTY (UNINCORPORATED) 


Minimum Lot Size Population 


Soe 20 as pacre 4,559 47,143 
less than 20,000 sq. ft. Ta a4 eh bow oe O10, 
20,000 - 40,000 sq. ft, L4.,074 Ly 2339 


1 - 4.9 acres as i ew) L14Q45 
Soe GO acres 106,587 01.762 
20 - 159.9 acres 155,668 d tch4 
160 acres and over S05, 67.9 290 


TOTAL: 706,904 297,556 
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2. Identification of Adequate Sites 

According to 1980 Assessor's records, there are approximately 
25,200 vacant parcels in Placer County, excluding property owned 
by the Federal, State and local governments. The majority of the 
parcels, 64.3%, are rural, 32.5% are residential subdivision lots, 


2.4% commercial parcels, and 0.8% industrial. 


In the unincorporated area of Placer County, there are 
approximately 16,200 vacant residential parcels. Presented below 


is the table showing service availability to vacant parcels. 


TABLES 


SERVICE AVAILABILITY FOR VACANT 
RESIDENTIAL PARCELS (UNINCORPORATED) 


Type of Service Number of Vacant Lots Served 
Schools sey 70018) 
Fite protection district 16,200 
Maintained road (within 1 mile) 16,000 
Electricity He LAN ONG, 
Telephone Lino pres OY, 
Public sewerage district a5.0'0 
Public water district 5,800 


Vacant parcels are available throughout the unincorporated 
area of Placer County. Highest concentrations are in the Lake 


Tahoe, Auburn, Roseville, and Loomis Basin areas. 


A 1982 survey of vacant medium and high density residential 
property () = 20 dwelling unite per cre) in the unincorporated 
area revealed approximately 550 acres were available. Of these, 
420 acres were within a sewer and water district. There were 132 
acres with the potential under the existing zoning for 5 - 9 
dwelling unit s* (dju"s)- per acre, 140 deresmat 10 i- L4-d/u's per 
acre and 148 acres at 15 - 20 d/u's per acre. The remaining 


acreage had either sewer or water availability. 
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VI. GOAL, POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS 


This section will define the primary goal Placer County is 
striving to achieve of providing housing for all economic levels. 
Policies and programs are also included which describe the methods 
of implementation proposed to achieve the housing goal and the 
responsible agency to complete the programs during the time period 
1984-1989. 


GOAL: TO ENCOURAGE THE PROVISION OF SAFE, SANITARY AND DESIRABLE 
HOUSING FOR ALL PERSONS REGARDLESS OF INCOME, AGE, RACE OR ETHNIC 
BACKGROUND WHILE MAINTAINING CONSISTENCY WITH EXISTING RURAL AND 
URBAN AREAS OF THE COUNTY. 


POLICY 1: Encourage the construction and maintenance of affordable 


quality housing which efficiently uses land and natural resources. 


Program: County Development Review Committee will continue to 
encourage subdivision design and development which provide 
for the use of sound, innovative techniques to aid in 
providing lower cost housing and better overall community 
design. (An example would be the use of the Planned Unit 
Development concept.) 

Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department 
Schedule: An ongoing program which will continue through 
TRO ois 


Program: Placer County will provide higher density areas 
where urban services are available and compatibility with 
surrounding land uses will be maintained. This will minimize 
the costs of providing public services while maintaining the 
compatibility of the area. 

Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department and 
Planning Commission 

Schedule: This program is accomplished through ongoing 
updates of community general plans which will proceed through 
1989. 
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Program: Continued enforcement of updated building and 
health codes will provide for the improvement and maintenance 
of potentially unsound housing and the replacement of 
dilapidated housing. 

Responsible Agency: Placer County Building and Environmental 
Health Divisions 

Schedube. lis. 1s. a2n .xisGine program, that) wil Lecarry over 


for the next five years. 


Program: Maintain van active participation aun the California 
Weatherization Program for the county which "winterizes" 
houses and provides for a more "energy efficient" unit. 
Responsible Agency: "Project, Go" 

Schedule: This program is anticipated to be maintained 
through 1989 and is administered by "Project Go" which is a 
non-profit corporation designated by the County to provide 


this service. 


Program: Encourage increased residential densities and thus, 
housing supply, near employment centers and within areas 
designated for intensive urbanization. This is proposed to 
be accomplished through the ongoing work of the South Placer 
Policy Committee (SPPC).. The SPPC is composed of Placer 
COUnty wade thenCibtesy OL Roseville, Rocklin, .and Lincoln. dts 
purpose is to have the four jurisdictions work together to 
coordinate the long-range planning in the South Placer area. 
iipeectarteetbO nos ino. be sumisdictions, bave: worked. to 
cumulatively plan for housing necessary to provide for 
employees of new industrial development. The approved Policy 
Plan encourages higher densities in the incorporated cities 
to provide for the low income housing need which will be 
created by the development of the Sunset Industrial Park. The 
cites of “Roseville, Rocklingssands Litecoln are, currently 
reviewing General Plan Amendments which would provide 
substantial increases in density over the existing holding 


capacity in the area. County policy is consistent with the 
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South Placer plan since it is felt that any proposed urban 
development that is within the sphere of influence of a city 
should be annexed before development occurs. 

Responsible Agency: South Placer Policy Committee and local 
jurisdictions through general plan amendments. 

Schedule: Continued program to be implemented as development 
is proposed in cities or unincorporated area over next five 


years. 


Program: Placer County has been detive in the Community 
Development Block Grant Program recently doing rehabilitation 
of substandard units in the Sheridan area. In 1984, the 
County will apply for additional rehabilitation in Sheridan, 
sewer improvements in the area east of Roseville, and Indian 
set aside money to do rehabilitation for the Auburn Indian 
Rancheria which lost its Federal designation several years 
ago. 

Responsible Agency: Community Services Department 

Schedule: Submit annual CBDG applications 


POLICY 2: Ensure a variety of housing alternatives are available 
which provide a choice of location, price, and type. 
Program: Placer County has recently approved the placement 
of MODLLe NoOmes aid Tactory DUTLe “Units that meet HUD 
requirements and are placed on permanent foundations to be 
located on any residentially-zoned property in the unincor- 
porated area. There is also provision for "hardship mobile 
nomes" in the County Zoning Ordinance generally requested for 
disabled elderly family members as an interim, second 
residence on a parcel. 
Responsible Apency: Placer County Planning and Building 
Inspection Departments. 
Schedule: These are ongoing programs which are anticipated 


to continue through 1989. 
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Program: Placer County has recently adopted an ordinance 
that allows for a "second residential unit" either attached 
or detached with separate living facilities for one or more 
persons to be constructed in residential zone districts 
providing *asConditidnal Use Permit is .first obtained and 
general provisions are met. 

Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department 
Schedule: This is a new ordinance which will be in effect 
through 1989. 


Program: Placer County has recently adopted a density bonus 
ordinance for rental units which provides for additional 
units over the general plan or zoning Limitations on a 
parcel, assuming the developer requests to build a portion 
of his project for*slow or moderates income.) Units: must be 
affordable to families based on HUD Section 8 requirements. 


Local developers have shown significant interest in the 


program. 
Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department 
Schedule: New program which is anticipated to be in exis- 


tence through 1989. 


Program: Based on special circumstances in the Squaw Valley 
area, the general plan adopted in 1983 provides a density 
incentive for developers of commercial and multi-family 
projects if employee housing is provided. Fees for capital 
improvement and park dedication will be waived for the 
employee units. 

Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning and Public Works 
Departments 

Schedule: This’ is a new program to be continued through 
19895 


41 


POLICY 3: Ensure County standards and codes provide safe and 
Sanitary housing as economically as possible. 
Program: Placer County has established a permit coordinator 
to facilitate and organize reviews of residential and 
commercial development. There has also been the designation 
of a "one-stop" permit service. These services have been 
added to streamline the permit process. 
Responsible Agency: (Placer CountyaBuilding Department 
Schedule: This: process has been established fom jseveral 


years and is anticipated to continue through 1989. 


Program: Placer County recently adopted a Development 
Agreement ordinance which will reduce uncertainty in the 
development review process, as well as promote long-term 
stability. This process will reduce the economic costs of 
development by enabling the County and the developer of a 
project to enter into an agreement which vests certain 
development rights. 

Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department 
Schedule: This is a new ordinance which will be in effect 
through 1989. 


Program: Review of existing building codes to assure 
maintenance of the public health, safety, and welfare, but 


eliminate any excess requirements that do not accomplish that 


goal. 
Responsible Agency: Placer County Building Department 
Schedule: This is a process done annually which will 


continue through 1989. 


Program: Ensure that low and moderate income housing 
development is energy efficient and designed for cost-effec- 
tive passive solar use where practical. This would be 
accomplished through the subdivision review process. 
Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department 
Schedule: This is' a continual process occurring as projects 
are submitted. It will be implemented through 1989, 


42 


Program: Provide developers opportunity to prepare a master 
environmental impact report on large phased development 
projectis:. This allows all phases of the project to be 
processed with addendums which consider site-specific 
concerns only and will simplify the environmental process 
considerably. 

Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department 
Schedule: Ongoing process to be continued through 1989. 


Program: A low income housing subcommittee has been estab- 
lished by the Community Service Department to review the 
housing concerns in the county and make recommendations to 
the full Community Services Commission. 

Responsible Agency: Placer County Community Services 
Department 

Schedule: This committee has recently been formed and is 


proposed to remain in existence through 1989. 


Prog mane, | RhacemoCounty) usesia qoningwAdminmistrator, to bear 
some types of development permits which significantly 
expedites the public hearing process and frees the Planning 
Commission to do more policy-making and subdivision review. 


Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department. 
Schedule: Ongoing process to be continued through 1989. 


POLICY 4: Encourage the coordination of housing programs among 

government entities, private developers and private citizens. 
Program:' | Designate, a housing office which could provide 
general housing information and assist local developers in 
providing low and moderate income projects. This office 
could also monitor funding possibilities available under HUD 
and FmHA programs on a continual basis. This could maximize 
the potential subsidized units constructed. 
Responsible Agency: The Placer County Planning and Community 
Services Departments will work together to prepare a recom- 
mendation on the location of the housing office. 


Schedule: This program should be implemented in 1984. 
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Program: Placer County, wheoteh wmhexSsouth Placer Policy 
Committee, has been working with private developers over the 
last several months to establish a non-profit development 
corporation. This would be a quasi-public agency which could 
actually acquire land and develop low and moderate income 
projects. A Board of Directors has been established but at 
this time there has been no formal submittal for formation to 
the State. 

Responsible Agency: South Placer Policy Committee and local 
Jurisdictions. 


Schedule: This program may be implemented in 1984. 


Prospan: For tite Wasted W/7 teare, Placer Countyehas been 
active in the Mortgage Revenue Bond program. The County and 
local developers have worked together to establish one bond 
sale in September, 1982 and a single family project for the 
first time, home buyers’ and have been reviewing the possi- 
DILLEY Or OLher wedles., Lhe County 1s currently working with 
several developers in the City of Roseville to issue multiple 
family units for low and moderate income. This has been a 
cooperative effort with the City of Roseville, which has been 
unable to amend their charter to allow them to prepare their 
own bond issue. This is a key program to implement the goals 
OF Cher Soucwerlacer Policy ?Plian whiehbtstatel that Low and 
moderate income units needed because of employment growth 
should be provided in the incorporated cities. 

Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department 
Schedule: Ongoing program which will continue through 1989 


as long as funding is maintained. 


Programs “Encourage privaterdevelopets to patticipaté in 
Federal and State Housing programs for low and moderate 
income housing. Provide information to developers during 
preliminary meetings on projects if there is an interest in 
the low and moderate income market. Programs which should be 


encouraged are listed below: 


44 


1. Farmers Home Administration 
a. Section 502 (Homeownership and Rehabilitation 
Loans) 
b. Section 504 (Home Repair Loans) 
es) Section 515. (Rural ‘Rental ‘Housiing Program) 
2. HUD/FHA 
ay "“Sectiones CExisting: Housing) 
beersectione 202 (Rental “Housing “tor Elderly and 
Hand icapped 


Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department 
Schedule: Program to continue for five year period to 1989. 


Progra: Vldacerm County, an conjunction with Che! SPPC, has 
adopted a regional monitoring program for commercial/indus- 
trial development, as well as for the housing constructed. A 
report is prepared semi-annually by all four jurisdictions. 
This will help to provide a balance of employment and housing 
Within the region. Service availability and proximity to 
work has resulted in the Policy Plan created for South Placer 
recommending that low income housing created by projected 
employment in the region be developed in the incorporated 
cities. Monitoring will assure that a balance of jobs and 
housing exists in the jurisdiction of the region. 


Responsible Agency: Placer County and the incorporated 
cities in thevs.P2. PC. 


Schedule: Ongoing program to continue for five year period 
Co, 0939" 
Program: Placer County will disseminate information on fair 


housing loans to promote equal housing opportunity. Refer- 
rals will also be made to the district office of the Depart- 
ment of Fair Employment and Housing. 

Responsible Agency: Placer County Planning Department. 
Schedule: Program to be initiated in 1984 and extend 
through 1989. 
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A. FIVE YEAR PROJECTION 


The following table projects the number of units planned for 


construction or assistance over the time frame of the housing 


element (1984-1989). 


OL current 


trends for existing programs. 


Unit projections are based on an extension 


Projections for new 


programs are very subjective since minimal information is avail- 
able. 
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TABLE 24 


HOUSING UNIT PROJECTIONS 


1984-1989 


Program 


Innovative Subdivision Design (P.U.D.'s) 


Higher Densities 
Weatherization 
Community Development Block Grant 
Mobile Home Placement 
Second Residential Unit Ordinance 
Density Bonus Ordinance 
Employee Housing 
Development Agreement 
Solar Energy Design 
Master Environmental Impact Report 
Non-Profit Corporation 
Mortgage Revenue Bond 
Farmers Home Programs 
i. ‘Secthi0nes02 
2s section 504 
ge. wwecelon 2D 
HUD Programs 


ls (Section,8 ~ Existing. Housing 


Projected Units (9) 


P00 
200 
25900 
100 
P50 
100 
150 
100 
600 
500 
500 


50 
600(10) 


90 


Projected units will not total due to overlap or units in more 


than one program. 


10 Large percentage of the County revenue bond issue for multiple are 
anticipated to provide construction financing for units in the 
City of Roseville through a cooperative agreement. 
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The table above provides an estimate of units projected for 
various housing implementation programs. It should also be noted 
that there will be a large number of units created over the next 
five years through the standard subdivision and parcel map 
procedures of the County. 

It is anticipated that approximately 1000 units a year will 


be constructed each year in the unincorporated area from 1984- 
1969s 
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VII. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 


The preliminary draft of the housing element and environ- 
mental impact report was developed by the Planning Department 
staff with technical assistance from numerous State and County 
agencaes, Placer County Board of “Realtors, ‘California Building 
Industry Association and local financing agencies. The draft is 
being circulated through the State Clearinghouse and to local 
agencies in February, 1984. The public hearing process before the 
Planning Commission will begin at the end of March, 1984 with 
adoption by the Board of Supervisors anticipated by the end of 
June, 1984. 
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VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 
"1984 UPDATE OF THE PLACER COUNTY HOUSING ELEMENT" 


ERRATA: 1. The dates within the first line on Page 50 should be 
changed to "1984-1989". 


2. The two dates within the last paragraph on Page 
should be changed to "1989". 


SUMMARY: Primary impacts associated with buildout as delineated 
within the 1984 Housing Element Update Environmental 
impactskeport) tielate bo) Arm vQuaitity,sTrati ve and Pubic 
Services. The impacts cannot be quantified because no 
specific development proposals are being evaluated in 
conjunction with this element update. Mitigation 


measures will be implemented on a case-by-case basis as 
individual projects are reviewed for approval. 


TheMbinalsewlekyator tine LosarUpdate of ythesPhacer ’ County “Housing 
Element contains the following documents: 


Exhibigi deseo Deatt LEs.Rioprepaneditby the Pbacer’ county 
Planning Department. 


Exhibiteill =yLetter ‘fromthe State Office of Planning 
and Research, teceived April 3, 1984 


Memorandum from the State Department of 
Parks: and) Recreation, received April 3, 
1984. 


Exhibitiiif=sLetterwivom thes Placer: Coltnty Planning 
Department to the State Dept. of Parks 
and Recreation: Response to comments 
datedi<Apral £6, 1964% 
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EXHIB LT 1 


DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FORATEE 
1984 UPDATE OF THE PLACER COUNTY HOUSING ELEMENT 


A. INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Impact Report has been prepared under the 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 as 
amended and guidelines developed by the State and those guidelines 
adopted by the Placer County Board of Supervisors to implement the 
act. 


B. LOCATION 
The updated Housing Element is intended to cover all unincor- 
porated lands within the Placer County jurisdiction. 


C. OBJECTIVES AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 

The purpose of the Housing Element is to prepare goals, 
policies and implementation measures to be adopted by local 
government directed at providing adequate housing forall economic 
seginents of the community. This Housing Element was prepared in 
compliance with Section 65580 of the California Government Code 
which implemented Assembly Bill 2853, signed by the governor on 
September 26, 1980. 


State Law requires that housing elements include an analysis 
of existing and projected housing needs and statements of goals, 
policies, objectives and programs. This Housing Element update 
consists of eight sections. Section I includes the introductory 
comments on the report, Section II is the Summary, and Sections 
II1-V deal with the characteristics of population, housing units, 
and households. Section VI covers the Housing Goals, Policies and 
Implementation Program planned for the five-year period 1983-1988. 
Section VII discusses the public participation anticipated through 
the approval process. 


D. MAJOR IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Le. BUR QUALITY 

IMPACT 

Additional pollutants may further contribute to air quality 
degradation. In the western part of the county, due to close 
proximity of the greater metropolitan Sacramento area and prevail- 
ing southwesterly winds, the ambient air quality is subject to 
heavy influence of airborne pollutants southwest of the county 
line. In the eastern part of the county (Squaw Valley and Lake 
Tahoe), inversions have a direct bearing on pollutant dispersal. 

MITIGATION 

By establishing moderately priced housing near major employ- 
ment areas, vehicle miles to and from work can be reduced and a 
corresponding reduction in air pollutants can be realized. 
Kxpatnsion of trangit, services and restrictions on fireplace 
utilization at the higher elevations will also decrease pollu- 
Cants. 
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2. TRAFFIC 
IMPACT 
Increase housing construction can result in additional 
traffic in areas where congestion is already a problem. 
MITIGATION 
Traffic mitigation can best be considered when the specifics 
of individual development proposals are evaluated. Expanded 
transit services and bicycle lanes can be utilized in the more 
populated areas. 


J RPUBLAG ERY [GS 

IMPACT 

The development of additional housing units will also 
increase the level of need for public services to accommodate such 
growth. These public services include police and fire protection, 
sanitary Sewage treatment, water availability, storm drains, as 
well as education, parks and recreation. 


MITIGATION 
Provisions for sewer and water are made on a larger scale 
than most individual residential developments. User fees offset 


the cost of these services, as they do for temporary school 
facilities and park and recreation needs. Police protection is 
handled through County General Fund dollars and fire districts 
receive funding through property tax assessment. Storm drainage 
has, in the past, been dealt with on a project-by-project basis, 
however, efforts are now being made to anticipate drainage and 
runoff for entire drainage basins and instigate mitigation 
accordingly. 


E. ALTERNATIVES 
i ANGe PROJECT 

This is not an acceptable alternative. State law requires the 
Housing Element be updated. 


2. The policies proposed within the updated element can be viewed 
as alternatives or methodologies for providing affordable housing. 
They consist of the following: 

a. Policy 1 - Encourage the construction and maintenance of 
affordable quality housing which efficiently 
uses land and natural resources. 

b. Policy 2 - Ensure a variety of housing alternatives are 
available which provide a choice of location, 
price and type. 

c. Policy 3 - Ensure County standards and codes provide safe 
and sanitary housing as economically as 
possible. 

d. Policy 4 - Encourage the coordination of housing programs 
among government entities, private developers 
and private citizens. 


F. SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED 
Adverse effects which cannot be avoided are directly related 
to future housing development. Impacts, as those previously 
mentioned, include increased traffic, air pollution, increased 
public services and some changes in the local environment from 
essentially vacant land to urbanization. Potential risks which 
also exist with housing development which may be located near 
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flood plain areas and within Avalanche Hazard Areas. These risks 
can be mitigated through conscientious planning and restrictions 
placed upon residential development within avalanche areas. There 
are no significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided 
except the above-noted risks (traffic, air, etc.). 


G. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The proposed revision of the Housing Element is both long- 
térm and short tCetm in Nature as it “foeuses on the County’ s 
housing needs through 1988. Proposed policies and programs would, 
in their short-term implementation, seek to bring about or begin 
long-term solutions to housing needs and problems. As short-term 
programs (those proposed through 1988) are implemented, they will 
be evaluated in relation to their effects on long-term goals for 
Placer County's housing. 


H. ANY SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES WHICH WOULD 

BE INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE 

IMPLEMENTED 

Commitment of vacant land to residential uses can be looked 
upon as a long-term use that may not practically be reversible and 
the utilization of non-renewable natural resources can be con- 
strued another irreversible environmental change. 


I. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

Implementation of the Housing Element will have some indirect 
growth-inducing impacts by encouraging various types of housing 
development (i.e., housing directed at specific income ranges or 
the preservation of existing low and moderate income housing, 
etc.) through proposed policies and programs. However, areas that 
are anticipated to be used for housing development have already 
been planned for urbanization. Growth-inducing impacts of the 
Housing Element would be limited to the extent that other General 
Pram polwecies” such we iwand ise) serve to Vimit erowth in their 
implementation. In addition, some increase in economic growth 
resulting from residential development is expected to occur. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Goverr ; 


OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 


1400 TENTH STREET 


SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 wi C [=> Re 
es 
% A ‘ 
; ; Ricaae 2 
i ewenkl 2 Mieke y ee 7 
’ . ”, 
) ae 
. : . Lats ss 
Dave: Mirtona, of Vom hubik Mit geet xe 
ie ar 
Placer County ON nics. 
11414 B Avenue Sf py 


Awe weny Hehe w oO OS 


Subject: SCn oe Aveo, TOuUsing hvemenk, Placer County Cenural Pian 


(Os) 


Dear Mir.etieoronue Ot skuUba Ke 


The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is closed and the com 
ments of the individual agency(ies) is(are) attached. If you would like to discuss 
their concerns and recommendations, please contact the staff from the appropriate 
agency (ies). 


When preparing the final EIR, you must include all comments and responses (CHQA 
Guidelines, Section 15132). The certified EIR must be considered in the decision- 
making process for the project. In additions we urge you to respond directly to the 
commenting agency(ies) by writing to them, including the State Clearinghouse number on 
all correspondence. 


In the event that the project is approved without adequate mitigation of significant 
effects, the lead agency must make written findings for each significant effect and it 
must Support its actions with a written statement of overriding considerations for 
each unmitigated significant effect (CHQA Guidelines Section 15691 and 15093). 


if the project requires discretionary approval from any state agency, the Notice of 
Determination must be filed with the Secretary for Resources, as well as with the 
County Clerk. Please contact Bruce Walters at (916) 445-0613 if you have any ques- 
tions about the environmental review process. 


Sincerelyr 


yw 


John B. Ohanian 
Chief Deputy Director 


cc: Resources Agency 
attachment 
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ufornia The Resources Agency of California 


-morandum 


Date : 9 March 1984 


To : Dr. Gordon Snow 
Project Coordinator 
Resources Agency 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento 95814 


From : Department of Parks and Recreation 


Subject: Placer County General Plan — Housing Hlement 
SCH #81,021310 
® 


The Office of Historic Preservation has reviewed the EIR noted above. 


Page 4 of the document states Placer County's intention to secure federal 
and state funding to plan and carry out the project. Federal funding will 
be solicited from HUD and the Farmer's Home Administration. 


The Lead Agency should know that when using federal assistance, compliance 
with the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR 800 is mandatory. 
These federal laws require, in essence, that the Lead Agency identify all 
archaeological, historical and other cultural resources within the project's 
impact area and which are listed in or may be eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 


Other aspects of the General Plan element not requiring federal assistance 
will, presumably, be subject to GHQA which also requires that the affected 
cultural environment be identified and evaluated for significance. 


The EIR should include a policy for dealing with any structure 50 or more 
years old as well as archaeological resources. 


If you have any questions, please call Nicholas Del Cioppo, Office of dist- 
oric Preservation, at (916) 322-4119. 


Metin. Yleril! lelten 
Marion Mitchell—Wilson 


Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
Acting Chief, Office of Historic Preservation 
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SP AGUIBEIE NE U1 


COUNTY Or PLACER 
OFFICE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 


11414 B AVENUE AUBURN, CA 95603 
TELEPHONE (916) 823-4721 


THOMAS D. MCMAHAN, PLANNING DIRECTOR 


April 16, 1984 


Department of Parks & Recreation 
Attn» Marron Mitehell—Wilson 
OLfice Of Historic Preservation 
PLOw Bose 2590 

Sacramemion echo Cac 


SUBUECT: © Places Gounty (General ielan = Housing Riement 
SCH# 84021310 


Placer County LS in recent of your comments on the 
above reélerenced project and this as to notaty you 
that your comments will be taken into consideration 
when the final version of the Housing Element is 
completed. 


a ee 

er 
er ae 

se Saye 


FEELOMA SO ee maw Ey 
Associate Playwner 


TDK:djg 
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APPENDIX 


SIERRA PLANNING ORGANIZATION 


A JPA CONSISTING OF THE COUNTIES OF 
EL DORADO, NEVADA & PLACER 


SIERRA ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 


A MODEL DISTRICT FOR CALIFORNIA 


REGIONAL HOUSING ALLOCATION PLAN 
FOR SIERRA PLANNING ORGANIZATION 


Prepared by 
Bradford S. Kortick 


.Adopted By Board - March 7, 1984 


0 989088 ooOoOoOrOrOr—r————————————— 


s 
: Court View Plaza 
} NEVADA 
PLACER 
D EL DORADO 1230 High Street, Suite 210 © Auburn, California 95603 
Du (916) 823-4703 
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Ineroduct Lom 

In 1980 Assembly Bill 2853 (Government Code Section 65584) 

was passed by the legislature. One of the mandates of the 
bill is a requirement of councils of government (CGOG* Ss} -E0 
prepare regional housing allocation plans... This plan is 
intended to meet this requirement. The previous 1982 

Sierra Planning Organization (SPO) Regional Housing Allocation 
Plan made housing needs projections Rireeeh Wee. eas 


Plan will cover a@ period. through duly 1jed990. 


The Sierra Pian OrganizatLomw JuLriselctron covers a four 
county atea aneluding portions of Placer and mie poradko Counties, 
Sierra and Nevada Counties and the cities of Nevada City, 

Grass Valley, Loyalton, Placerville, Auburn and Colfax. 

The western three cities of Placer County are members of the 
Sacramento Regional Council of Governments and the Tahoe 


Basin is covered by Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 


The housing allocations are prepared for areas called "housing 
market areas". In some cases, a single jurisdiction is 

treated as a housing market area in this plan; in other cases, 
several jurisdictions are grouped together to form a "general 
housing market area” (GHMA). The, State wbepartment of Housing 

and Community Development defines a GHMA as an area which shows 
Significant economic interrelationship and substantial poets 
levels between jurisdictions. Within the SPO area, two GHMAs are 


designated in this plan: 


1. Western Placer County and Nevada County (called the 


Western Placer/Western Nevada GHMA) 


2. Western El Dorado County (called Western El Dorado GHMA) 
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The Western Placer/Western Nevada GHMA consists of the western 
portion vot ‘Placer County indicated onthe following map -and 
Census Tracts 1-10 in Nevada County. The Western El Dorado 
GHMA consists of the west slope of the county corresponding 


torCensus: Tracts "306-315. 


In all the remaining areas, each housing market area consists 
of a‘single jurisdiction. These are the following: 
12 Sierra County Unincorporated. 
2. 2 ne eLey On LoOyalton 
Se Eastern Nevada County (the unincorporated Bee an 
Slope of the county corresponding to Census Teas 
Ti See te yi, | 
4. Eastern Placer County (the unincorporated area 
exust Ol bhe “Cley..of «Col faveas Indicatedton ‘the 
enclosed map). 
Exclusions: The Tahoe Basin portions of El Dorado and Placer 
Counties and the cities of Roseville, Lincoln and Rocklin are 
not covered inthis plan other than to indicatescounty ‘totals: 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) and Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) will be responsible for the 


allocations of housing for the two areas. 
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Sierra Planning Organization - Four County Region 


1. Western Placer/Nevada General Housing Market. 
Area (Excluding Roseville, Lincoln and Rocklin 
. which axe in SACOG). 
2. Western El Dorado General Housing Market. 
3. Lake Tahoe Basin - Covered By Tahoe Regional 
| Planning Agency. 
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Purpese 

According to the legislation the purpose of the regional 
housing plan is to determine housing needs of persons at all 
income levels. These number of housing units are intended 


COuDe doals O, taloets fcr Che Wurisdrercion. 


Preparation of this plan was based on 1980 Census data and 
projections which provide reliable results. However, the 
distribution of NouUsing UNLeS 2S adrriicuLlt at best’ to 
project. “In addition the State guidelines for regional 
housing allocation planning are loosely defined. However, 
Lhe a ntene Of nis plan 25 to provide a set of housing 

Ral KNSKS) we Sayre member JUcesdlCLione. Wien this ma jor-gqoaleagn 
mind, the following assumptions were eh AMET Sd in preparing 
ChUS. Plant. 

Assumptions 

The following set of assumptions underlie this Plan and its 
Wc COM Gem ts 

l. The levels of household growth and construction need 
contained in this plan may be considered as minimum growth 
needs. Nothing in this plan should be taken to mean that a 
local government may not plan for more households than 
shown in the plan. Due to the rural nature of most of the 
foothill counties, the services required to provide urban 
housing densities are not readily available. Also.much of 
the long-range planning performed in the SPO region is based 
On a premise that growth should be directed to incorporated 


cities where suitable infrastructure is available. 


OL 


Die It. ig assumed that the economic characteristics of 

each housing market area will not change significantly during 
the planning period. Consequently, it is assumed ent the 
income group characteristics, of each housing market area 

will be the same in 1990 as in 1983. 7 

3. No growth control measures are in effect within the SPO 
boundaries. As stated, infrastructure limitations are 
normally the limiting factor in providing housing. 

4. 1980 Census figures were used for the plan and assumed to 
he Valad for 1983. 

5. Under this Plan, geography is assumed to remain constant. 
The cities are not anticipated to annex additonal inhabited 
lands. This Plan does not anticipate incorporation of new 
cities such'as Loomis or El Dorado Hills. If inhabited 
annexations or incorporations occur, the affected jursidictions 
ahould revise their allocations accordingly. 

6. Anticipated employment increase in areas such as South 
Placer and Grass Valley are included in population projections. 
7. The trend towards decreasing household sizes should 
continue through the time frame of this Plan. 

8. The private ‘sector will provide most additional housing. 
As stated these figures are goals for the SPO jurisdictions 


to aim for in providing for housing needs. 


Regional Housing Needs Allocation 

The rein Objecuive: Of this,Plan asmto provide housing for 
all segments of the SPO jurisdiction. The figures provided 
will in turn be used by jurisdictions within.SPpo. to address 
regional housing needs in the 1984 revision of their 


respective Housing Elements. 


The erica ae tables indicate the current breakdown of 1983 

income groups into households, the 1990 allocations and the 
net change iaheees the two. 

The method utilized to arrive at these figures is contained 
in the appendix. Basically, income group percentages, based 
On city and ;ounty Averages, were applied to Straight line 


projections of shouseholds. 
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NOTE: 


Placer County 


Auburn 

Colfax 

Unincorporated Housing 
Market Area 

Balance of County 

Total County 


Nevada County 


Grass Valley 
Nevada City 
Unincorporated Housing 
Market Area 
Balance of County 
(census Tracts 17 §& 12) 
Total County 


El Dorado County 


Unincorporated West Slope 
Placerville 

Balance of County 

Total County 


Sierra County 


Loyalton 
Unincorporated 
2otal County 


TABLE A 


Sierra Planning Organization 


Very Low 


1,143 
250 


5,614 


ry gt Oe ge? 
Nae g es 


Leer 
383 


Spore 


Columns add horizonally but not verti 


breakdowns by jurisdiction. 


1983 Households 


Other Lower 
Sie 
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376k 
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7,474 
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37,266 
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ed 2 
ee 


Dy oae 
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24,409 
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AG, 714 


3,834 
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20,412 


3,145 
2 Ope 


20,554 

28 Ast 
bee eS) 
35,614 


cally due to roundings in calculating the income group 


TALLE B 


Sierra Planning Organization 


1990 Housing Allocation 


Very Low Other Lower Moderate Above Moderate TOt aL 
Placer County 
Auburn m220 683 924 LPs? 4,056 
Colfax 326 i aa 98 80 615 
Unincorporated Housing 
Market Area 7.7065 4,608 Tipe 11,674 SEO aed 
Balance of County Bees 4,989 Ty Oak Seeded 29,348 
Total~ County 16,3845 LO, oo" 16,026 21,437 64,700 
Nevada County 
Grass Valley - 1,409 881 tL 45 96° 4,404 
Nevada City 410 218 282 370 14260 
Unincorporated Housing 
Market Area Sy aa a 4,209 7,208 10,99 Fe Bask) 
on Balance of County 
(Census Tzacts 11 & 12) 553 369 1, 0G 2,134 PaO re 
Total County 1, 833 5,oes 9,698 137 608 39 73.00 
El Dorado County oe 
Unincorporated West Slope 7,849 4,778 7,508 LS yoo 34, 
Placerville eo 5 603 804 837 Bak he, 
Balance of County ahs 2,494 ehreles. 0) 4,069 Pee 
Total County 12716 50 ao eels 117638 LS, 226 50,600 
Sierra County 
Loyalton 104 54 67 192 417 
Unincorporated 418 ZG 275 474 PRSES 
Total County be 270 oA 666 1,800 


NOTE: Columns add horizonally but not vertically due to roundings in calculating the income group 


breakdowns by jurisdiction. 


Placer County 


Auburn 

Colfax 

Unincorporated Housing 
Market Area 

Balance of County 

Total County 


Nevada County 
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Grass Valley 

Nevada City 

Unincorporated Housing 
Market Area 

Balance of County 

Total County 


Dorado County 


Unincorporated West Slope 


Placerville 
Balance of County 
Tetal County 


Sierra County 


NOTE: 


Loyalton 
Unincorporated 
total County 


TABLE 
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Sierra Planning Organization 


1983 Households - 1990 Housing Allocation 


Very Low 


134 
L286 


breakdowns in jurisdiction. 


Other Lower Moderate 
i» poows 
26 23 
947 LI S5 

1,849 Zee 
Zhe DST A Sa 
EES 148 
Lar 2) 
943 A SHS 
86 249 
Leo Zp 
L2200 2,986 
96 128 
168 212 
2 poe 3,447 
0 a 
65 76 
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Columns add horizonally but not vertically due 


Above Moderate Total 
315 654 
19 144 
27390 Cooke. 
es? ro, 8 76 
Geuze 17,986 
6 570 
ee 83 

See oie 2 FPP A EID 
499 958 

Bo Et woes: S aPan ial be 
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ZS 883 
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LAB eE, D 


Sierra Planning Organization 


Housing Allocation 


COMPARISON OF 1983 AND 1990 INCOME GROUPS 


1983 1990 
Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate 
PLACER COUNTY ee 
Auburn 34.0 LEO 23.0 26.0 30.4 740 23.0 PAS INAS: 
Colfax Se Pe 18.0 ile yS) 13..0 5360 18.0 De 13.0 
Unincorporated Housing 
Market Area 2500 i5<0 24.0 38.0 2330 15.0 2220 38.0 
Balance of County 28.0 17.0 26.0 29.0 & 26.0 70 26.0 29.0 
o Total County 26.0 165.0 22.0 33.0 2620 16.0 2520 33.0 
~] 
NEVADA COUNTY 
Grass Valley 250 2020 Zoe sie apa ; 32.0 20.0 26.0 22.0 
. Nevada City 3220 17.0 2220 20 a2 e L720 22.0 29.0 
Unincorporated Housing 
Market Area 1920 16.0 27.0 38.0 18.6 15-3 ZORZ 39.9 
Balance of County 1330 9.0 26.0 527.0 13.0 9.0 2650 520) 
Total County 2120 16.0 26.0 31,0 PLS, 16.0 26.0) B70 
EL DORADO COUNTY 
Unincorporated West Slope 2380 14.0 22.0 41.0 230 14.0 22.0 41.0 
Placerville Boe) 18.0 24.0 25.0 iC) 18.0 24.0 25 £0 
Balance of County 2650 197.0 24.0 33 0 26.0 19.0 24.0 2120 
Total County Zat0 16.0 23.0 36..0 Zo i L6.0 S130 30.0 
SIERRA COUNTY 
Loyalton 25.0 23.0 16.0 46.0 25.0 13.0 16.0 46.0 
Unincorporated 30.0 16.0 POG, Bee KG) kOe FA L586 Lomo 34.3 


Total County BonG abs aie. £9,0 310 29.20 120 190 37 30 


Minor Factors in Regional Housing Needs Reyes 

Seven items are to be discussed by the regional housing 
plans. Six Of ‘the’ seven items are brietly discussed here. 
The seventh, housing needs by persons at all income levels, 
is the main objective of this Plan and is covered throughout 
the Plan. The six items are discussed only briefly in this 
report due to the rural nature of the counties and the 
general housing market. The counties also will be expanding 
these areas of discussion in the mandated July 1984 Housing 


Evement® Revision. 


Knowledge of availability of suitable housing sites and public 
fees Leeres inventories is a local government function. All 
that will be mentioned here is that an abundance of sites 

is available in the general housing market. Public services 
are the limiting factor to rural: area housing expansion. The 
local Housing Element revisions prepared by cities and counties 


in July, 1984 will contain a detailed discussion of this area. 


Market demand for housing includes the need for an adequate 
supply of housing to provide housing for all households as 

well as an adequate supply of vacant units to provide a 

healthy housing market. Vacancy rates are an indicator of 
whether there are shortages of housing or not. As of 

January 1, 1983, total vacancy rates were high in all of ‘the 
counties in the SPO area (Placer 20.50%, Nevada LG oak, 

El Dorado 28.08% and Sierra 32.32%). These figures indicate 
that all of these counties have many "second homes", reflecting 


the recreational orientation af major: portions of each county. 
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The allocation in this plan are households. Households are 
occupied housing units. Occupied housing units plus vacant 
units equals the total housing stock. In planning for an 
adequate supply of housing, including sufficient units which 
are vacant for sale or rent, each local government should 
consider the role which second homes play in the local area. 
In planning for growth, sufficient sites need to be provided 
for the increase in the number of households, sufficient 
units which are vacant for sale or rent, and the expected 
level of second homes and other vacant units which are not 


available for residential use. 


Employment opportunities ian the general housing market are 
based on a commute pattern that leads to the Sacramento MSA 
and the Roseville area. The counties are "bedroom communitics" 
to the more urban areas in Sacramento eae and Bosevi Ie 
area. South Placer County had a large expansion of jobs in 
1981-82 that should continue to expand through the 10 year 
time frame of this study. 

Type and tenure of housing is an arca that the local Housing 
Elements will include. An extensive housing imventory at the 
xegional iével is not feasible for rural areas. Information 
describing the type and tenure of housing is available from 
the 1980 Census. 

Commute Patterns. One Lact ‘that should be recognized in the 
Foothill counties is that many workers commute. Direct 
patterns are only discernable within and outside the counties 


based on Censiusscatas “Placer County, as part of the 


Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), is the Only county with 


69 


more detailed destination-origin-employment data. Based 
On the rural nature of the avea, mich of the comuuting is 
done intra-regionally,.i.e., Ei Dorado to Roseville, 
Auburn to Roseville, Fruilsom to Roseville, etc., making 
dvréect. Gatterns Gitticule to detines sulne tollowing -ctable 
summarizes basic commute patterns. (See Page 13) 

Housing Needs of Farmworkers. The general housing market 
area Contains an insigniticant number jof farmworkers to 
justify a specific housing needs program. Estimates are 
that approximately 100 seasonal farmworkers (based on 


(1) 


County employment records work wn. Placer County. The 

feeling is. that most of these are County residents and not 
transient workers. 

inpactlon POULeCy< “The oro policy in dealing with impacted 
income groups will be to assist local jurisdictions .where 

possible to implement housing programs to relieve impacted 


areas. Certain minor adjustments to the Housing Allocation 


are described in Table D. 


(1) Employment Development Department 
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| cM PLANY! AG ORGAWIZATION/SIEMRE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (916) 823-4703 SPO/JSEDD 
1230 HIGH STREET, SUITE #210, AUBURN, CALIFORNIA 95603 


| : | 
, EMPLOYMENT COMMUTE PATTERNS | | 
| 


ae 
ai 
Plscer 6 Nevada & 2 EL Boradce & Srerce & 
Workers 16 Years 
And Older Ay eo27 100 1S -OL6 > 360s. Sy eae 100 L090 100 
Employed In County , la ; 
of Residence 26 200 04 web eA oe She Pa, 20 7595 56a 2 AS ies 69 
Employed Outside : 
i County of Residence Lo p0008 to hats SSO Lm wldes 7 apy Bete: Seats: 197 18 
Place of Work Not 
| Reported 4,8828 29.1 32,0056 15.8 ~3,981 Ga oa rel 13 


SOURCE: 1980 Census of Population, Census. Tract Report, *STF_3A 
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COUNTY OF PLACER 
OFFICE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 


TELEPHONE (916) 8234721 


February 28, 1984 THOMAS D,. MCMAHAN, PLANNING DIRECTOR 


Brad Kortick 

Sierra Planning Organization 
1230 High Street 

Auburn CA 95603 


SUBJECT: Draft Regional Housing Allocation Plan 
Brad: 


I have reviewed the subject allocation plan as it relates to Placer County. 
I agree with your general purpose statement relating to the intent of the 
plan being to provide housing targets for the member jurisdictions to strive 
to achieve. 


I also agree with the set of assumptions: used in the preparation of the plan. 

I feel it was important to emphasize the rural nature of the foothill counties 
and the fact services required to provide urban housing densities are not readily 
‘available in many areas. It was also important to note that long-range planning 
has been done to direct a large percentage of the higher densities to the incor- 
porated cities where suitable infrastructure is available. 


It is understood that the population and household projections for 1990 used 
in the allocation plan were provided by the State Department of Housing and 
Community Development (H.C.D.) and Dept. of Finance. Generally, we agree with 
the overall population projection, but question the total household projections 
provided for Placer County in Tables B and C on Pages 8 and 9 of the plan. My 
concern is with the allocation between the cities and unincorporated area. 
Table 1 (attached) was prepared to illustrate my concern. The increased house- 
holds projected between 1983 and 1990 by the Dept. of HouSing and Community 
Development reflects an average persons per houscnold for the seven year period 
of 2.23. Assumed persons per household for the incorporated and unaincorvorated 
area vary significantly from 1983 estimates prepared by the Dept. of Finance. 


Since H.C.D. is projecting a reduction in household size for the period 1983-1990 of 
over 4/10 of one percent, it would seem reasonable to allocate that reduction to 
each jurisdiction's 1983 household size to calculate new households created in 

each jurisdiction. Table 2 illustrates projected households for each of the incor- 
porated cities with a 4/10 reduction in household size. The unincorporated figure 
includes a 5/10 reduction. Table 3 distributes the totals from Table 2 into the 
housing market and non-market area. It would seem reasonable that a lower house- 
hold size be used in the incorporated cities based on the anticipated multiple 
residential housing projected. 
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11414 B AVENUE AUBURN, CA $5603 


Brad Kortvek 
Ragem. 
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me. 


Sincerely, 


THOMAS D. MC MAHAN 
PLANNING DIRECTOR 


Munde We 


‘pavia PF, Mivtont 
Senior Planner 


DFM:mb 
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TABLE 1 
PROJECTED POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD INCREASES 


dons Si. ye les Be AG) 


r 


eo ne eo ee a me a yA |S RN RE Ne 


| INCREASE (1983-1990) | Persons Per | 
| ONE OE gg CS of Assumed Persons Se eo | 
| JUPIUSALCGLON Population ‘’; Households Per Household | ESS | 
— ee as. Sal Aires fo er need EER OII, oat mart EAE Se ae RP ae EN 
| Auburn 1,204 ce | 1.46 
| eae, I sas ea en oe = 
{ 
Colfax 250 ) 17 1.41 
| Lincoln By2c6 | 974 a152 
— i — ane! woven bs re ee EE NR HR RT oe ee 
; Rocklin Beles | 2,685 Dab 
| Roseville 12,679 | 5,150 | 2.50 
! eeennare ee See lee Seen ere Se ee ee 
setae aI 15,288 B bed ! leg53 
GOTATC wal 5, 0 9ESTg A a, 17,986 | siege lh) Sealy 
Hie Sees ihe * he Sewers 


(1) 


SACOG projected group quarter increase subtracted from total population 
increase. 


(2) 


State Department of Finance estimate. 
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TABLE 2 


PROJECTED HOUSEHOLDS CREATED GEN, PLACER: COUNTY 


Pose) 590 
HOUSEHOLD ol aMAT aD 
eet POPULATION HOUSEHOLD NEW 
INGRERGE ST zZEte) HOUSEECLDS 
Auburn 1,204 1.84 654 
Goltax PHENO) dee ne 144 
hincein oy 2S 2.40 Haye aac 
Roseville 12,679 are Sag hes 
Rock. 1n Cyaiee DPA 37.059 
Uninés: 1a, 05 288 2e 0) 7,023 
TOT a Sioa Sa, Bie dn LA poss 


oe Reduced each city's household size .4 based on county 
average reduction. 
TABLE 3 
PROJECTED HOUSEHOLDS 1983-1990 
HOUSING MARKET AND NON-MARKET AREA 
Placer  Coumty Total 
Auburn 654 
Colfax 144 
Unincorporated Housing Market Area Shp by 
Balance of County () LOWVey OG 


TOTAL: 17,986 


(2) 


Includes totals for Roseville, Rocklin and famcoln, sas 
well«as. 2.6% annual increase Jn unincorporated area based 
on 3,360 household estimate (711). 


oes) 
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